
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

LOUISE H. R~NNI~ DONN W. Fu~N
city Affomey Deputy City Attorney.

DIRECt’ DIAL: (415] 556-3961

OCTOBER 14, 1997

Lester Snow, Executive Director ,., ’

1416 Ninth Street, Suit~ 1155     ,’ ’
8acrmneat~, Catifomia 95814

Re: ~LFgD gco~st~m Restora~o~ Pro~am ~lan
Comments on Dra~ Volumes ~ H and Ill

Dear Mr, Snow:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on three volume CALFED F, cosystem
Re~toration Program Plcm ("ERPP’). The City’s commcn~ arc divided b~’cc©en general
comments regarding areas of concern and specific comments on the U~ee volumes.

OENERAL COMMENTS

The ERPP emphasizes the restoration of striped bass, a non-native game fish species, to
the detrlment of ~e re.oration and protection of native game and non-game fish ~pecies,
Rzstomtion of strilmd bass makes little biological sense and may even compromise We ERPP,
Tlm tbllowing comments on stripexl bass were prepared by Dr. Peter B. Moyle, who consults tbr
th~ City on fishery biology issues.

"I tl~ striped bass stmuld be reanoved fi’om either the [priority lJ,~ts in Volume III,
pages 29-31] for the following masons:

i. It iS m~ exotic, species that i~ doing fine lnlt~ naive range.

2. It is sl~owing Signs now that Is it in ~tet poorly adapted re the Sacramento-San Joaquin
estuary:

~, Bill Bennett’s analysis indicates that the ba~s, especially large fecund females,
~re leaving the estuary in ENSO years (which are iner¢asingly frequent) and not
coming back,

~EPTION: {41 b} ~-39~. h~CSlMLE : (41b) ~-W/I I
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much less ana&omOus, Recovery would almost cem~y involve release ofhateha~ fish ~om

co~¢n~ on m¢~ were prep~d by Dr. go~d M. Yo~y~g who ~so ~ for ~�
Ci~ on fi~ biolo~ i~ues.

"It is highly likelythat native ste~lhead have been extirpated from the San Joaquin
drainage--perhaps for decades--although isoia~od rainbow trout populations (mainly
above major dams) possibly are the remnants of former steelhead populations.

Stcclhcad populations oould complicato efforts to r~stor~ sahnon. If
currently extinct (assuming there was genetic distinctiveness of SJ steelhead from other
Central Valley stcclhead runs), it dots not se, cm logical to rush into restoring stcclhrad
hto the, San ~loaquln t~bstafies by using ’non,native’ ~ocks (from the Sacramento
dr~h~e) ~ vie, v oftl~ somewhat t~nuous stat~ of the San :Ioaquin salmon population(s3.
Premature lmroduction of non-native steelhead inzo San :roaqutn su~ams could
compromise efforts to restore the San :Ioaquin salmon populations (since s~ce2h~aci would
prey upon saknonjuvcn~,’les). The addition of ~elhead into the picture coald confound
our effoms to evaluate the e~oetlvono~s of various ~almo~ restoration effort~ being

Artificial production of large numbers of non-native steelhead would counteract effor~ to
maintain a productive natural pop’dation of salmon ~ the Tuolumae, This tr~e-off
shuuld b¢ ¢amfully ¢xmsider~d. As flows and habitats improve in the San ~/oaquln b~sin,
them is a fair chance that stray stcel1~ad from ~e Sacramrato drainage will eventually
~oloniz¢ the San Joaquin basin. Perhaps on~ option is to forgo artificial production of
steelhead in the San ~o~tquln basin in favor of nat’u~ recolonizafion-letfing Nature take
its course and allowing steelhead colonists to reach their ’natural’ equilibrium with the
other laurel dements within the rehabilitated San :Ioaquin system."

Invasiw.Spedes .in the.Ddta

The following comments were prepared by Dr, Moylr.

serious weakness of the ERPP is the way in which it minimizes the impact of invasive
species. It cannot be overstat~ that a single invasiv¢ species can undo millions of dollars
of restoration efforts. The estuarine ~oosystem is changing profoundly and rapidly fit
rcspomsc tO now invasions and it is critical that thcso invasions b¢ stopped.
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Use of Hatchm-v Production in ~e San Jo~.auin River Basin

The Vision for the Fag San ~oaquin Basin Ecological Zone (Vol, I, pages 373-374)
states: "In the lower Stanislaus, Tuolumn¢, and Merced Rivers, emphasis will be on restoring
fall-tun chinook salmon and steelhead poptflo, tlons. B~&U~¢ spawrtiag and rearing 1~bim~s ar~
degraded, and poor streamflows and s~ssors have depressed the populations, it may be
necessary to continu¢ to expand hatchery rearing of salmon and steelhead, at least in the short
term, to maintain sufficient production in these rivers to support sport and commercial fisheries."

San Joaquin Rivor basin chinook sahnon stocks arc currontly in such a woakonod state
that any hatchery operations in the basin should focus primarily on maintaining or bolstering the
viability ofmturally reproducing populations--especially in the short t~rm--and only sec, ondarily
on maintaining high productian t~ .~upf~rt sport and commercial fisheries. Rxpand~d hatchery
production in the San Joaquin basin, if not �onducted propvrly, may threat¢~ rathe¢ than help the
r~,,overy of natural populations in the tributaries,

The Vision for the Tuolumne Riwr I~¢ological Unit should emphasiz~ th¢ priority of
natural production over hatchery production. The option of utilizing artificial production of
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salmon should be a fall-back measure to be used only if baselinesalmon populations "d~ not
respond ~avombly to improvecl flow and habitat conditions in ~e t~,o[umne River, Sm Joaqum
River and the Delta." This se~msmore appropriate than the. suggestion on page 374 that hatchery
production be used as a primary function to support fisheries immediately.

SPF.~IFIC CO~S

The BRPP inad~qua~ly links u~ physical p~ocess and the anticipamd biological response. One
example is the sta~men~ that restoring floodplains will create be~er habitat for salmon or delta
smelt. How exactly? The document needs to walk the reader through the m~chanisti¢ r~sponse,

Page 18: Woody &brig should not be considered part of the natural sediment supply, Woody
debris is not mmsported like s~iment. Woody debris does have the same fate as natural
sediment supply since it tends to ~cay wh~eas rocks erode- �~ fine l~articl~.

Page 28: Lev~e,d rivrrs do not vrodr the beds ra~r ~hey aggrade zhe bed, a consequence of~e
sedimen~ no~ having any place to go except do~su~am,

Page 49: It is not possible to maintain water temperatures below 70F for saloon migratory routes
in the Delta in all spring and fall time frames,

Page 137: High water t~mperatures have no~ b~en documented to reduc~ splittail use of the lower
San 3oaquin River, In fact, Young and Cech, 1996, [ndicat~ thatsplittail are extremely
tcmp~atuxe tolexant,

Page 15%158: Why are American shad included in the ERPP? The graph on page 157 does not
indicate that thereis a declining trend for thi~ specie~. American shad appear t~ have been
included in the £RPP simply because it is a gm’ne f-mh and m-~:komous, ~hereby diluiing the
emphasiS dmt needs zo be placed on more important r~sources. If conditions for salmon are.
improved, shad will benefi~ anyway,

Volum~ H

Page 11: The ERPP presents a series ofhlstorical monthly average flows for Delta outflow,
Sacramento inflow and San Joaquin inflow. The ~,RPP ha~ been wr~ttea for the laypecson which
is olrar from all the parentherlcals used to explain the technical terms. However, a noatechnic.~l
~’esdef who do~s not ~ad the Y-axis scalrs will cencludr that ~e San Joaquin and Sacramen~
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Page 42: Add a bulle~ under Fish Passage md $c~ening for entrainment compared to
presenc~abs~nc~ in the vicinity of the intake.

Under River and Delta-Channel Flow Modi~ication: The firs bullet lr.f~’s tu "Latcnsiv© juvenil~
fish dJsUiburion (transport) sampling". Delete ~e word ’~ansport" untLl such Rm~ as it has been
d~rmined wh~l~r it is transport or active movement that results in th~ distribution of such
slx:cies as Delm smelt larvae.

Under Aqt~tiv Conmmir.~nts Input Rvduc~ion: Unless already encompassed within chemical fa~e
studies, include a study to identify sourcvs and amounts of toxic conmminan.ls entering the
system.

P~$e 51: Fry

P~e 65: C~ook s~mon: ~ides pop~afion p~ e~m~es,
(as specked
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drainag~.basi~ or b~tw~n ind|vidusl stroams), Thus, various artifioial marking programs, and
gentle mmlyses are.of.~mcial importance,

Sincerely,                                  .’

Louise H.
City Attorney "

Deputy City A~tgmey

Tom B~lin~r.

~n .Yos~iy~
Tom Twlor
D~ StOner
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